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ABSTRACT =~ e S N
The method of °rganlzat10n inm free recall in the form

‘of either clusterlng or subjective organlzatlon is explored in this

study. This is just one of the possible £8tms of retrieval that may
be employed. Other p0551b111t1es include serial recall,
alphabetlzatlon, and imagery. To the.extent that subjects employ such

. other strategies; correlations between -organization 1nd1ces‘and

recall will be

tenuated. This study explores this issue 1n\tuo
ways-*flrstf

5. use a clustering strategy on a categorizable- 1lst It

‘they employed on a .post learning ques tionhaire. It was predicted that

,'subjects in the instrugted group would report fewer strategies. The

‘relationship of" other 1nd1V1dua1 d{fférence variables to organization
had little examination. Organization has been found to

ulslv1ty/ref1ect1v1ty in chlldren.
such variables. (DEP)
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.~ Modern theories of firze recall léarningiempﬁésize'the role of organizational -
processes in retention %”,Su)i While extensive experimenfation on free recall has

been conducted, very 1ittld work has focused on the relation of individual “traits to - e

perforiance and organization in free recall: Ip fact individual difference variables .

i have been genérally ignored by most verbal learngrs (12). This fact is unfortunate .
! for several reasens. Individual differences omjany aptitudes a@éfgiaduced“by iffer- . -
. . ences’in the way, subjects progess information. ; By relating aptitude information to - -

- performance in verbal leamging§€§ i

8

_ sks such as fride recall, insight could be gained .~ <

-~ -into the cognitive processes that are necessary in such tasks. Copceivably such . o

. research could also lead to training programs:to compensate for aptitude differences. -4

_ From a methodological viewpoint, information about individlual difference vapiableg * =

\ could be/ﬁgZd_to-increase the power of verbal learning studiés. Thus, one purpose of = " i

‘ the présent study-was to explore.the rolationghips between several indd¥idval differ~ = -
_ ence variables and performance and clustering in free recall. S

Organizational theories generally suggest that during freé recall; Ss cluster
or subjectively organize items into subsets dyring acquisition and retrieve the. sub-
sets during free recall. This- organization may occur on a list which contains built- .
in experimenter-defined taxonomic catdgories; it is then dalled category clustering. - -
The organization may also occur wheh an experimenter has striwen to remove obvious .
, categorical relationships between the items; it is then called subjective organization.
‘Some theorists have held that category clustering subjective organization reflect .
analogous processcs operating in the two typgs of tasks. (33). Others have cautioned -
- that the processes may be ‘different (27). The present study -had subjeectg perform with
both types of lists in order to examine the :relationship. = - . Do

The development of clusteﬁiﬁg'or subjective organization, has been held to be
necessary if learning more than a minimaljnumber of items is to occur (24, 32, 33).

If this is the case & strong correlation would be expctted to exist between measures

of recall and opganization. But correlations have generally been moderate and it has
been possible to increase orgarization measures without iﬁcreasing,reca;lvand vice ,
versa (1, 36).. Tho moderate size of the correlations may reflect errors in the organi~ -
zation measures.» The studies have oficen employed an immediate recall’ procedure (19, 20,
18, 29, 5). Immediate’ recall will be affected by both primary (STS) and secondary (LTS)
‘memory processeés (33,.17).. Organizational processes presumably reflect long term

' storagg processes; thus organizational indices based on immediate rgcall have built in .
errors. The present study contai both immediate and delayed megsures in orde?‘to
_examine this issue. Lo e o : -

Coa L. ) ) : i
e

‘Organization in free recall in the form of either clustering or gsubjective organi-'f}
zation may be regarded as only one of several possible retrieval strategies subjects may e
employ.~ Other posgible strategies include: serial recall; alphabetization, (1l, 3, 4)s
~ imagery (24); and the new item priority strategy (7, 2). To the exttent that subjects - ]
employ such other strategies, correlations between organization indices and recall will
b= attenvated. The present study explored this issue in two ways: first, about hal# the
'dhbjects,were inctructed to use a clustering strategy on the categorizable list. It was
predicted that the corrclation between clustering and recall would be higher for instructed
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o than for non-instructed subjegts. Secondly, subjects were asked, to indicate the typcs

: of strategies they empioyed on’'a post-learning questionnaire. It was predicted that
subjects in the instructed group would report fewer strategies.

»

Finally, previous work has concentrated on the relationship between measures of

: organizational ability and recall. There has beén very -1ittle examination of the

. relationship of other' individual difference’ variables §0'organizatidﬂ and recall.,

'~ © Organization has been found to vary with internality-extermality (5), intellectual

- ability (21), with chronological agé (21, 10), and with impulsivity/reflectivity in
children (36). If organizational ability is shown to be importantly related to recall,
investigation of the variables related to high organizational ability will be of
considerable interest. The present study examined a number of such variables.

-

) ) Method

éﬁbjeets: The participants were 107 male aﬁgjfemale undergraduates taking General
. Psychology at the State University of New York, Cortland. Each subject volunteered
- and received course credit for.participating. : - '

Design and Procedure: The experiment was conducted with groups of 10 to 30. Subjects
were assigned to ane of two experimental conditions by randomly intermixing booklets for
the conditions and'distributing them in that random order. Approximately half the
participants in any givepn session were in each condition. _Upori entering'an eéxperimental
session the participants were seated and given general directions for the study. The
- first task consisted of 3 sequential study-test trials’on a 24 item list of unrelated .
'/r, nouns, each ielected from a different category of the Battig and Montggue (6) norms.-

: ' The list ites were listed on alternateé pages of the booklet; recall pages containing
24 gpaces for words were the interspersed pages. The words were listed.in a new random

- order on each of the three study pages. Subjects received 30. seconds to study the list
and were given 1.5 minutes to write their recall. Instrugtions told the subjects to
study the-words carefully, to recall in any order they wished, and that another task'
would follow the 3 study-test trials.- . . ‘

»

. -
The second task consisted of 3 studyttest: trials on a list of 24 nouns, composed
of 4 items in each of six categories taken from the Battig and Montague (6) norms.

The six categories were: animals, fruits,’ musical instruments, crimes, diseases, and
sports. Presentation and recall procedures were identical to the first task. On a
random basis, approximatiely half the subjects were told the categorical nature of the
1ist, what the six categhries were, and to try to remember the words by categories. i
Instructions about the list provided the experimental variable. ’ CT

, After the 3 study-éeet trials on the categorizable list the subjetts completed ,
the following ‘tasks in the‘indicated order. Timing for the task is given in parenthesis
at the end of the description. . ' - .

S Task 3. The subjects identified the retrieval jtrategies that they had employed
' in learning each 1ist by checking from among 7 listed |gtrategies and an 'other' category.
The listed strategies were: grouping on the basis of a common spect, grouping by P4

first letters, using the words in sentences oivstories, trying to remember words not
" pemembered before, grouping words with the same sounds, listing the last words presented
_ firvst, recalling in the rorder given. A separate questionnaire was completed for each
N 1ist.. (2 minutes). . Preie . ' . v
- ¥ L . . R .
Task 4, Task 4 co '§ted of the Uses-for-things test developed by Getzels and
Jackson (16). Subjecgé@ére asked to list as many different uses ag they can for each
‘of five common objecgsg bricks, pencflls, paper clips, toothpiuks, and a sheet of paper.

-
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The task measures creativity, divergent thinking, or ideational fluency. (Tﬂf . 4
gsubjects were given 5 minutes but each one minute interval was called off to g : ?

permit pacing}/"*-\L -

Task 5. The internality-externality .8cale developed by Rotter (28) was F@;gw
fourth task, The scale measures the degree to which individuals see themselves
control 6f their own lives (internal) or as being controlled by outside events .
(externa}) (8 minutes). ' L . ‘

.7+ Task. B.A The Wide Range Vocabulary Test (15) basically measures verbal ability.
Scores on this,test correlate reasonably well with measure of general intelligence.~
It might be-considered a,convergent-thinking”ability test. (4 minutes)
3 ¢ .
, Task 7. An experimenter-designed test of,organizational ability made up task 7.
The subjects were presented with seven words in each, of eight categories. They were
asled to select the four’ words within each category that best went together. Table 1 -
- containo a copy of the test. During the test the number ofﬁiﬁﬁpsed seconds was written
SRS on the board every 5 seconds. Upon ,completing the task the subjects rgcorded the
elapsed time oh the bottom of the sheet. ' The test ylelded two scoraed,| number or
problems out of eight correctly complgted and the elapsed time.

Task 8. 'Task 8 consisted of a description af seign possible orientations students -
“could take with respect to their'roles as college studénts. The orientations had baen
developed in research conducted by Stanfield and Schumer (30). Descriptions of the
orientations were written by the experimenters, subjects were asked to select the
orientation that best fit them.* Table 2 containg the role orientation scale. In
another unpublished study, faculty members at SUNY, ‘Cortland, rank ordered the seven
orientations; mean ranks were computed for each orientation. ‘Subjects in the present
study were assigned the mean faculty rating for.the item they picked. Thus the scédle-
measures the degree to which students agree with average faculty values about student
role orienations. (3 minutés) * , 4 :
- -\ ' -
‘ - fask 9. Subjects were asked.to recall as many iyjords as they could From the two _
» lists they had studied. (Unlimited time) Subjects wrote their recall on a sheet
containing 48 blank spaces. . . - Y
Task 10. , The subjects completed a short demographic questionnaire asking for
Bex, ‘age,*major, ‘class year, position in family (eldest, youngest, middle), and size
of city or origin (rural area, small village, small city, medium city, suburb or ,
large city) and whether they preferred science or humanity courses. : k:

 Upofi completing this questionnaire the subjects were thanked and dismissed.

- . Results ) . - .
Informal interview% with participants in a previous’ free rgecall study led us to'
believe that thera might be a difference in the prieferred organizational strategies of
#ndividuals interested’in‘science and students interested in the humanitied. To explore
this potentially intriguing/differen we included this preference ds'a factor in our I
analyses. The recall and, or'ganiza data for the three trials on the unrelated and
+ - categorized lists were subjected a 2 (instructions or not) X 2 (s;ienc§;§r humanities

\ ‘preference) X 3 (trials) {2 trials for the intertrial repetition dat (preference)

analjyses.
Recall' For the immediateqrecall of the unrelated lists. only tha effect of \\
frials was significant, reqall increased significantly over trials, F(2,204) = 309.57,
p4: 0l. On the dedayed rocall test,-no differences between conditions were found. -
o Tables3 pregents both sets of mehns. 0
_[KC S 4
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: For the categorized list, learners instructed about the organizatioﬂ recalled - .
significantly more than learners mot so instructed, (1,102) = 5.30; p<.05. Recall 5.
also increased over trials, F(2,204) = 352.65, p<.0l. On the. delayed recall test, .
inatrch:d subjects again appeared to recall more than non-instructed subjects, but
-the difference gnly approached significance, .F(1,102) = 3.71, p£.062. Table 3. ,

- containg the means. . S . . i
N Ypzanizationt FOr.thg unrelated list ‘the Bousfield and Bousfield"(8) measure =

. of intertrial rcpetition was used as the measure of recall organization. There were .
no significant effects between conditions. The yeans are presented in Table #.

-

. ' .

: For the categorized 1ist, the Z-score measure of category clustering (14) vas -
used to index organization.: Instructed subjects organized significantly morw than
did suBjects not ingtructed, F(1,102) = 63.96,~p <.01. Organization also increased
significantly over trials, F(2,204) = 73:75, p <.0l. ,

‘ ‘ These results for the categorized list basically replicate previous results with
- respect to instructions, instructed subjects organized and wecall more (10). This is
important for the present study, since a fajlure to replicate previous results-ould -~ - i
A raise questions' about the validity of using the present data to explore correlational . |
+  -relationships between organization, recall and individual differences. These rela- -
tionships are the major concern of this study. Such replication suggests that we
can have somz confidence that the presbnt results reflect procegses generally occurring
 in free recall studies of this type. : ' L

LN

. Correlations. cS Ty
‘ Unrelated 1ist. Table 5 presents the correlations between the index of intertrial
. - rvopetition and immediate and delayed re all for the unrelated list. In general the T
.+ . correlations between immediatqiand delqged recall are’ congiderably stronger than :
- between organization and recdll. This’suggests that intertrial repetition only partia;ly

taps the cognitive processes influencing recall. Most interesting in‘'Table 5:is the / ,
fact that organization indices appear to be better predictors of delayed recall for TV-\
individuals .interested in science than for individuals interested in humanities. .In § :
fact the correlations are significant only for the individuals interested in gcience.

o Table 6 prefients the correlations between clustering indices, immediate recall,
v ° and da;axgd recall for the categorized 1list. As predicted the rs between organization
and recall were higher for the instructed than for the non-instructed conditions.  Most
interesting f@s the fact that for the instructed groups, organization was a better ’
. predictor of delayed recall than was pebformance on the third recall trial. For the
Sv non-ifstructed groups, the reverse was true. These two facts suggest that instructions
' to organize did in fact lead subjects to encode using an organizational stwategy. Such
a finding supports tho retrieval strategy hypothesis of the effect of organization.
C Under this hypothesis subjects can employ a variety of encoding strat@gieb‘?or learning
. and recalling a list of words. Organization indices only reflect the use of an organi-
) zational strategy, not the effects of the other strategies. By inotructing subjects to
use a partjcular strategy the rolationship between organization indices §2§ recall is
increaged. In line with this interpretation, we would enpect that the number of strate-
gies reported by subjects in the instructed condition would be fewer- than those reported
by subjects in the non-instructed condition.. This in fact was the cana, 3_(102) = 20.8, . ;
S p<£.0l, instructed = 1.30, non-instrpated = 1.78: ‘but the significance test should be
¢ interpreted cautiously since as would also be expected the variance was greater in the
non-instr%?ted (.96) than in the-ihstructed (.25) condition. '

- )

3

Also interesting was the fact that the correlations betwden category organiza-
tion and recall were higher for the individuals who prefered humanities than for the

' y j -
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" individuals who pbpferred sciences. Ae noted above the reverse wao truo for the

unrelated list. This apparent discrepancy can be explained by differonces in the

' two types'of organization measures. The ITR measure used for tﬁb unrelated list

meagures consistency in the serial orders of gecall,'the z-indeit mcasures the degroe
to fich recall conforms to experdmonter determined taxoromic catoegories. The

. iftertrial repetition measure will be large if subjects adopt a sgrial recall
- .stratdgy, the z-index will be large if subfects use clustering as a strategy. It

may be that individuals vho prefergscience are more likely to adopt a serial recall
strategy while individvals who prefer humanities "paturally" adopt a elustering .
strategy.’ In other words the different subjéct matter areas may attract individuals
who typically cmploy different cognitive processes n"learning and remembering.

Gordon Pask has also cuggested this possibility (25). In this regard it Bhould be

noted that the correlations betwepn intertrial repetition and the z-index were minor

for the non~instructed science group. For the ov

and non-significant. This suggests that subjective organization and, clustering require -

different cognitive procemaeixon the part of the subjects (27). e . .

Tables 7, 8, 9, 10, lllpreaent the significant (p £.05) correlations among the
individuval differences gnd free recall variables for ecach condition and, combined’ over

co?gétions.

These correlations raise questions aﬁ%t the resulte suggested by reviousl;nves~
tigators: Bartel ot al (5) had found that internality-externality vals related to
category organization, this did not 8cem to be the case in the present gtudy, the only

significant correlation was obtained in the inafructed;humanitiea groups with a correla-

tion between intermality-externality and category organization on the third trial.
Sex was correlated with mecall in the correlations combined over groups, but did not
geam to be consistently relatdd to recall across groups, the rs were signfficant only
g;all correlations, the number of
strategies reported for- the unrelated and cataegorized 1list correlated positively with
category organization, a fact suggesting that subjects who report more strategies
cluster less. Such a finding would be consistent with tle arguments about degree of
clustering and consistency of subjects' recall strategied presented above. However,
the correlation should be interpreted with caution since the category organization
number of strategies correlations are non-significant when examined group by group.
The overall corypelation may merely reflect the decrease in the number of gtrategiles
reportod by the subjects given instructions about organization. Verbal ability wase .
related to recall but not to organization in the overall correlations, this would
suggest that high verbal subjects employ non-organization based retrieval processes,
howevér~agdin the correlations are not consistent when examified group by group and
therefbre must be interpreted cautiously. ; :
2 . ‘ \ ) -
c. In most educatiponal learning situations we are interested:-in promoting delayed
rStention of lcarned mataxial. From this perspective it is possible to conceptualize
the present data in a pnedietivé mold, that'of predicting delayed recall scores from
organization and individual difference data. To examine the ability to predict delayed
pecall in each group, multiple-regrescions were computed with each group. Because of
the small number of gubjects in the instructed humanities group it is not possible to
include all the variables in the regression for that groupé Only the most promicing
variables were selected. Table 12 presents the multiple R“s and the standard beta ‘
weights. Pecrhaps the most impressive aspect of these analyses are the high multiple
g?a obtained. This suggests that in a relatively controlled learning tagk it is
possible to obtain control of a substantial portion of variance. However, attenuation
of the 5?9 due to the omall gsample sige must be considered. In addition there appeared
a slight tendency for more variables to be significantly related to delayed recall of
the category list for the science oriented people than for the hymanities oriented
people. The reverse appeared true for the unrelatgd list. Obviously-a similar pattaern
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- was noted for the corvelations with delayed recall of the category.}ist and unrelated
lists. While at best only a tendency, these results suggest the possibility that ‘
science-oriented and humanities-oriented individuvals approach the subjegtive organi-

zation and category clustering free recall tasks differently. This possibility was ¢

noted above in the cramination of the correlations of delayed recall and organization
énd ‘wasralso reflected in some informal interviews of subjects in a prgvious study
(21)._ Pask and Scott have reported similar results (26). The pocoibility of Tt
. difforences in tho cognitivo procossos of individuals in diffowront wajovos io intei-"
~ guing cnough. to juctify future vosearch in this arca. AT ‘
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| Teble 1
~ Organizational Ability 'I‘.ask: Al

. " R . .
_Below there are efiht categories of words, with seven items -in cach\ category, Four
‘ of the items in each category "go together,” have something in commony and form a :
S sub-category. Place a mark next to ocach of ‘the four wopds that mgke Up ;this sub- R
¢ catogory, You may erase or cross-out if you change your mind about a choice. There -

is nothing tricky about this, ' . ‘ P

" VERY IMPORTANT~-~Evory f£ive scconds, the number of sec&:ds that have elapsced will be ‘
yritton on the board. Put the appropriate numbersg, when you ﬂagi‘n and end, in the e
* spacg provided. '

COUNTRIES |+ VESSELS" “ COLORS ., . FEURNITBRE
"'Francéa;ﬂ"\\\\ raft - blue _oofa
——— ’ <] omesomm— o — ol esiavanas
___Rugsia o *___destroyar ___orange ' __table
_Italy ___submarine __aqua - __divan
___Germany © __cruiger yellow ~ _davonport | !
. Nigeria . : 6 __.sloop - ___turquoise __‘loveseat
__China yacht . > __red __bod )
e - . 3 . }
. ’ESpain : ___battleship grecn ~ __dresser
- ALCOHOLIC - PARTS OF
ANIMALS ' \ HEAPONS ) BEVERAGES “ THE BODY
__mule gun : __wine . hose
—. __horse | __bomb ~ - ;__;_boer _ ___neck
_____camél. __.cannon - ___Scotch ) oars
4 , . \ . . . . .
eSOV pistol __bourbon 080 ’
__phoop - .____rifl'e gin . —.tonguo o
- pig Noax .,  _fle __upg .
4 - ' 9 : o
' ___olophant , ___chotgun ___num - __choot
L * -
TIME FINISHED




Table 2. Role Orientation Scale

Students have different orientationa or expgetations about thoiﬁ”@ollego experienceé.

Different studente oxpect to -get di¥ferent things out of college. Listed below are - -

geven possiblc oricntations a student may take to his college carcer. Please select
the oricnation that best characterizes you. Pick the orientation that bgst describes
your belief and expectations of your college carecr. ~'Please be frapk and ag hon@at
‘as you can bes Placg a chock mark or a cross on the line before the deacription
that best fits yous "

My orientation is.acadcmic with reapect to the humanities and the gelencas. I

have a decp concern for acquiring the knowledge, concepta, and principles from
the courses I will take in college. I try vory hard to learn as, muc? as I can
from the courses I take. v v v

[ ¥
P .

&
I am really not sure why I'm gofng to collego. I have a lot of different goalo”
in mind. I always expected to go to college, and my parents always expected ma-
to go. Almost overyonc in my social group goes on to college. Ny parcnis are .
important to ma, and I work to have them be proud of me. , _

I think that the most important goal I have for myself at college is to devélop
T myoolf coecially. By this I mean that it is important to meet and loarn about
diffcerent kinds of people. A person should learn to get along with people in |
- " college. I think it is nccessary to learn-to olate to and help other people.
I. estpect to involvo myaelf in groupa that will allow me to pursue these kinds ‘
of goala. L« _ . N
While learning 1 mportgnt in collage, I .think %hat this 1s not the whole
story. A person‘Should have fun in college. It is important to enjoy the
social and collegiate life available in' college. One should take pleasure im
+the experience of being in college, by making friends, having dates, going to

+ ¢ parties or gameo and so on.

\

I think it's important to take part in the'éeneral intellectual 1ife of the
college, not necessarily within the formal coursse structure. I like to’ get

togother with people and discuss art and/or ideas that have real meaning. I ///,_:

don't like to follow the crowd, but like to think and feel things out on my
‘* owm and througfi—discussions with frionds. I want to; find my oyn path -eveh if
it is diffcront from othors. - A N
Onc thing: I want to get from college is to 1oarn those skillo and the knowledge
that I will need to succedd in my chosen occupation. ‘I want colleoge to give me

what I nced to knoy that will bo applicable to Yhat I wand to do. I really don't

1iko courses that are irrelovant to my own goglo. I vant/to got my degreo ©o

.I*11 be qualificd for a good job., - .
I think it's inportant to take part in the oxtrocurricular activitioo and groups
in college. You eon have & lot of fun and lcarn a lot working on and organizing

« , goma of tho gioupc on cawpud. I.certainly won't noglect my acadomic work, but I
intond to work for tho formal otudent organiz@tiona on campus. HMaybe comeday I
can be an officar of one of thago groups. Worﬁing for thaoe groups and being a
leader in one of them will give me a lot of eiperience that ig fun and algo will
otand me inﬁggo& otead in later 1life. ‘
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Table 3.

>

Unrelated List .

Instructed-Science
a Sl o
Instructed-Humanities .

Non-Instructed-Science

-
v

Non-Instructed-Humanities

‘Related List '

?
Instnyucted-Science
Instructed-Humanities
NOﬁdlhstruchdﬁScienge

Non-Instructed-Humanities

N

30

17

37

30
17
37

22

HMean WOvds Recalled for the Unrelated ang Categorizable Lists.

‘ Delayed Recall '

Tpial 1‘~ Trial 2 - Trial 3

8.1 § 1.1 au.d 10.3 !
9.5)” 11.8 14.5 ~ 11.3 .
8.0 1.4 .2 Vjo.z‘ .

: Q.
8.0 114 . Y 1807 9.0

F BN \‘
N ) .

9.6 14.2 16.5 o 16.1
9.6  ‘14.5 " 17.8, L 1%.9 y
RN . c
8.9 . 1313
9.1 “12.8

s‘:ﬁt’kﬁﬁi‘:ﬁﬁﬁs‘zﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ)’ti‘cﬁt‘xﬁﬁ‘-"ﬁﬁﬁ

"Mean ITR and Z Indices of Organization and Number o
For the Unrelated and Categorizable Lists

Tridl 2-

.753
.658
v 1.229

.936

Trial 2
5.41
5.77
2,96
2.69 )

R R
" Table 4.
Intertrial Repefltion , !

Unrelated List. - Trial 1-2
instructed-science .921'
ins%ructed-hﬁmanities 290
’non-insppucted-sciehce .654
non-iqetructed-humanities;‘ . 796

Z~-indices : L, v

Categorizable List ' ? Trial 1

' instructed-science - 3.88
instructed-humanities 3.32”
non-instructed-science =, 1.83 _

‘ non-instructed:;emanitiea 1:75

‘ 4
b . 7
1

3

frial 3
' 6.556
6.78
4.38

3.76

Number of
Btrategles

1.30
1.35
2.02

= 1.54

1.26
1.35
2.02

1.72
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Eabléds. Interéorrelatioﬁé of Intertrial Repetition,’Recall on Trial 3
' and Delayed Récall for the. Unrelated List e

' o
I -

- " - v

F sty L i A ) “"
B > SR . Trial 3 Recall Délayed Rechil
Ingtructed “(w. — . . ;
e m - TR
N S . 5 . A-
. . . Trial 3 \G 24
. ' P
] Non-Instructed
- ITR @
" Trial 3:
Science
~ . ) ITR Q
) Tt‘ial 3 ) ) v -62Bﬁ
A 7Humanities\ . . A
. s e
) ITR” T S .163 .006
M " T‘I"ial 3-. A < ..513"ﬁ

{ S I‘<0, 405

.

ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ'fzﬁ &ﬁﬁi‘tﬁﬁﬁz’zﬁﬁﬁhs’:us‘:ﬁﬁ"ﬁﬁﬁﬁs‘:hh

o " Table 6. .Intercorneiations of Z-indices, Recail on Trial 3,
- .Recall for “the Categarized List

R EEEEEE

and Délayed.

Instructed
2 ) .
' “Irial' 3 Recall
* Non-Instructed
. }
. & '
P ¢ . Trial 3 Recall
. * Science
o ¢ 7

Trial 3 Recall

: Humgnitiea
> ” L3
z -
‘ .
F 9 Trial 3 Rgcall

L}

Trial 3 Recall .

.576

o 48u

..

Déiayed Recall

522 .

451

N

641

.416

J404

.5u48

.818




Table 7.-

B

Signiflcant Intercorrelatlons of Ind1vidual lef
‘and Recall Varlables for the {nstructed-Sclgnce'

.

o GROUB Lz’/scxzmcﬁ INSTRUCTED (N 30)

B U A

Gténces Organization

.

SEX
BIRORD
NMSTR2

fCIrsz4

. AGE

-

.

o

45

*
Lo

’

'"wp ..‘_lf

r~

. ITR 1 u . .
’;5ITR -

“fTOTLl ¢ L

©DELLL

“f‘bELLz""' i

[+ TOTL2

55 47 38

37

41

36

" =57

To41 -59

65
b
69

v 1 68

B

1 78

p Z. 05

See next page for chihg (decimals omitted to save space).
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N

USES - Uses for thlngs test. _‘; ;ffﬂil' :_"" S ’."th:hlé

IE - Rotter 1nterna11ty-externa11ty score :

SEX -1=

CITSZ - Clty Slze;

BIRORD - Blrth.Order,

;

‘Table 7- (contihued)“

D I

& : : Ad

-

male9 2 = female

rural area

‘youngest . .

= large city, 7 =

1= eldest9 3 =

AGE - chronological age in years D e

VAT - Wide Range V0cabulary Test Score
jCATEGT
. CATTIM

'NMSTRL -

' vNMSTRZ

N

Yy ] l

LR Y

Number corgect on.organlzatlonal ahillty task. .

Timeﬂtaken’toﬁeomplete erganiaationaliability'taak'-

Number of strategles reported on the unrelated llst

Number of strategles reported on the categorlzable llBt

-«

ROLE -

21, 29

ITR 1, 2 - Intertrial 1ndices for Trials 1-2, and 2-3 for the unrelated list -

?OTLI

'DELL1

Scored on “the .Role Orlentatlon scale

5\ Z-1ndices for Tr1al d, 2 3 on the categorlzable llst

Total items recall for'the three trials of the unrelated list

LY

Delayed recall of the unrelated list

Delayed recall of the categorlzed llBt 'Y

TOTL2

DELL2

4

Y

Total items recall for the three,trlals of the categorlzed llst.-
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' Tabré‘a‘; Slgnificant Intercorrelations of Individual Differences, Organlzatlon, .
: and Recall Varlables for Instructed—Humanltles Group. :

-

.

~

GROUP 12 INSTRUCTED HUMANITIES (

=

7)-

{

Y

NMSTRYL',
NMSTR2.
DELLL . [
DELL2
TOTL2

VAT

CITSZ
$IRORD
“AGE
CATEGT
CATTIM
ITR 1
ITR 2
TOTLL

,.kOLE“}'V<_
Z71
%2
oZ3

Qj?;usﬁs
CET T e - Zs8 -58 56 58 '
- SEX- ‘_V g | |
Ccrmsz 1
BIRORD | 1 D . o | | "
AGE. o . 1 |

; VAT "_'_” S | R ~u8 _ © =43

CATEGT " « o T 1 so . s -8 . . 65 .
CATTIM . ', v' 1 -49 o - \\ . - .‘3
NMSTR1 o o o - , E f oL
NHSTRZ - :" . : _ C
'.4'R°LE B s ! : 1 =55

7 R o 1 o -s1 .
25‘ N L 1 63 L Luo

~-54 -66

=

IR 1
me . S 1
TOTLL | | ! . R | 1 9 76 57
CDELLL | L I 1 78. 53
- DELL2 | . . : : | 175

TOTL2 . . : . ' ’ _ » 1

- %
See Table 7 for Coding«{decimals omitted to save space). i :
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" Table 9. Significant Intercorrelations of Individual Differencea,~Q§Faniz&tggn,
T ' and‘Rgpall Variables for the,Non-Instructed~Science Group.-* - -
GROUP 21 . NON-INSTRUGTED scszcg‘k(N5%;37) e
- N . to | ] . R

9

PO

; §‘.
H 8-
‘sm =

CATTIN

. CITSZ
 CATEGT
. NHSTRL |

@ VAT
NHSTR2
ROLE
71
72
23
R1
T
*TOTL1
DELL1

@ DELL2

crrsz - . 1 T N C
“' "BIRORD o o ‘ -3 B
?i¥fAGE‘:' o ‘ : 1- L ! : o »" l . L ‘,.ii;

CATEGT _ o R O a7 - ' . S
CATTIH o 1 |
‘NMSTRL - - 169 L o .,
wemez . a - . 35
/ROLE , - . o ‘ ,l o T 38 37 o 33
71 - -L%- - S 13 '

z2 S | . ss Y | _36

23 | | ,1' -38 -40 ~38
Rl o o | 1 w0
IR 2 S EE o .1 37 53 a
" TOTLL | ' 1 eoss 73 .
pELLL | .

DELL2

TOTL2 . , ,

p £.05
Sae Table 7 for'coding (decimals omitted to savé space).
. v Y .
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* GROUP 22 - NON-INSTRUCTED: HUMANITIES (N = 22)

" able 10. Significant Intercorpelations of Individual Differences,
zation, and Recall Variables for the Nen-instructed Humanitles.. *

g

i
Wi

4;’161"‘ -

CATTIH |
NMSTR2.

e
3.

?'VAT'r.
catget |
‘NMSTRL |
-~ ROLE

2

sEx
" cITsz

- VAT

. CATEGT

. CATTIM - 1 8
SR ¢ ‘ i
. NMSTRL . 5 - 1 86

7 NMSTR2 1
5~;‘>'\ . - . - ‘ N , - .
~ -ROLE ‘

oo

21 | S | 1 50
.;},Z3¢

G IR2 S ‘ .

- T0TLL

“  DELLL |

'\er. . , - - d
~ DELL?

L]

o™
N

22 - . : . ( ' 1

ITR 2
TOTLL |

AR 1

. 23
%

-

.

-55

-43

DELEL |

.

DELL2
TOTL2

&%

~57

-48 =53

p<.05
"':°ﬂ,See Table 7 for coding (decimals om;ttéaﬂéo save space).
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T;ble 11, Significant Intercérrelatlons of Indiv1dual Difference, Organlza-
' tion and Recall Variables for all groups combined.
- y
C NN B . B E & - o - N o
0 uses o T ~ -20 SR
1 - 21 I
SEX 1 j , 34 32 27 25
 “/CIéSZ'. 1 26 .. 20
" BIRORD N '
L AGE s 1 ’
= var. ( 1 ’ 20 3l 24
- catger - 1 26
CATTIN 1. . |
NMSTRL - 1 72 27 ;24
| NMSTR2 , 1 27 :2%a
~ "ROLE o 1 | 20
E <t 1 51 42 -20
22 ” 1 69, -22 -23:-35 =50
" 23 ] 1 -20 -21 -u46 -49
ITR 1 d, 1 29 19
ITR 2 -~ T 1 al @ |
. TOTL1 ) T 1 68 52 58
' pELEL. | 1 55 u2
DELL2 LT 1
. TOTL2 | ﬁ 1
- P<£.05 . . ' ' g
Sce Table 7 for Coding (decthals omitted to save Bpaca). ’ |
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